TO THE EDITOR: In the first half of 2016 I was asked to review a manuscript for the Journal of Neurophysiology. Having reviewed only a handful of times for your journal, I started my review assignment by reading the Information for Authors and Information for Reviewers sections of your website. I noted that when preparing their manuscript, authors are encouraged to consult an editorial entitled "Guidelines for reporting statistics in journals published by the American Physiological Society" (Curran-Everett and Benos 2004) . Unfortunately, the manuscript I reviewed failed to follow several key guidelines presented in this editorial. For example, error bars in figures were standard error of the mean rather than standard deviations, and the majority of reported P values were not exact, except when they neared significance, in which case they were explicitly stated (e.g., P ϭ 0.067) and considered statistically significant. Such practices are not uncommon. In fact, these and other questionable statistical practices have become so prevalent that numerous articles have been written to try and educate scientists and motivate change (e.g., Cumming 2013; Drummond and Tom 2011; Drummond and Vowler 2011; Halsey et al. 2015; Nakagawa and Cuthill 2007; Tressoldi et al. 2013) . Despite these efforts, many published papers continue to suffer from poor statistical reporting. As a journal with clear guidelines, I was interested in the prevalence of such papers in the Journal of Neurophysiology. To this end, I audited all research papers published in 2015 for the presence of the three easy-to-identify questionable reporting practices I noted in my initial review (see Supplemental Material for data and analysis details, available online at the Journal of Neurophysiology website). As you will see, the results are alarming.
Authors often prefer reporting the standard error of the mean because it is smaller than the standard deviation. However, the standard error of the mean is rarely, if ever, the appropriate statistic Curran-Everett and Benos 2004) . Nevertheless, of the 278 research papers published in 2015 with error bars in figures, 65% reported the standard error of the mean. Worse yet, 12.5% of papers had undefined error bars. Only 20% of papers reported standard deviations (Table 1) .
The P value has a long history, as does its misinterpretation (Cohen 1994; Greenland et al. 2016) . Furthermore, similar to other research areas, neuroscience is plagued by low statistical power that reduces the probability of finding true effects, increases the rate of false discoveries, and exaggerates the size of reported effects (Button et al. 2013) . Thus P values have been called fickle (Halsey et al. 2015) . Nevertheless, when they are reported, P values should be exact (e.g., P ϭ 0.038) rather than general (e.g., P Ͻ 0.05; Curran-Everett and Benos 2004). Of the 274 research papers published in the Journal of Neurophysiology in 2015 that included P values, 42% reported general P values. More worrisome, of the 74 papers with P values between 0.05 and 0.1, more than half interpreted these as statistical trends or statistically significant (Table 1) .
The pressure to publish is ever increasing, and it plays a key role in the natural selection of bad science (Smaldino and McElreath 2016) . Because clean, significant results are easier to publish, it is understandable why authors may choose to discuss nonsignificant results and favor the standard error of the mean, even if these practices are wrong. Fortunately, experts in the field of statistics have provided us with simple, implementable guidelines (e.g., Button et al. 2013; Curran-Everett and Benos 2004; Halsey et al. 2015; Nakagawa and Cuthill 2007) . Unfortunately, such guidelines are often ignored (Sedlmeier and Gigerenzer 1989; Tressoldi et al. 2013) . Researchers, reviewers, and editors are already overworked; who has the time to ensure authors comply with guidelines? But to not strive to adhere to these guidelines is to accept the current state of affairs, which as this audit highlights, is far from ideal. I sincerely hope this letter serves as a catalyst for an open discussion of statistical reporting practices in the Journal of Neurophysiology.
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